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Executive Summary
Final Report: Children and Family Services Review(CFSR)
Western Service Area —T0ini CFSR Review

This document presents the findings from th® Mini-Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR) for the Western Service Area. The Nebr&Ra(Continuous Quality Improvement)
team has identified Mini-CFSR as an important atgtifor assessing the performance of each
service area and the state as a whole with regaadhieving positive outcomes for children and
their families. The Mini-CFSR is scheduled to tgkace in each service area, quarterly
beginning in the year 2010.

The Western Service Area’'s1Mini-CFSR was conducted from April 3 to 5, 20Ithe period
under review for the onsite case review was AprRdll to April 1, 2012. The findings were
derived from file reviews of 14 cases (8 fosterecand 6 in home services) which were randomly
selected from all child welfare cases which wererogt some time during the period under
review. The reviews also included interviews va#rents, children, foster parents, CFS
specialists, and other service providers to adtass 17-20 within the review tool.

In the Western Service Area, 2 of the 14 caseswad were brought to the attention of DHHS
for juvenile justice services and 5 of the casesewen court involved. Cases reviewed were
from the following local offices: Gering, LexingtoMcCook, North Platte, and Ogallala.

The first level reviews of the cases were compléte8 staff from DHHS. A second level
review of 100% of the cases was completed by Losvar, Quality Assurance Program
Specialist, DHHS.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSRaasdsses the service area’s performance
on 23 items relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall ratingtength or Area Needing Improvement (ANI)

is assigned to each of the 23 items incorporateéddrseven outcomes depending on the
percentage of cases that receive a Strength natitihg onsite case review. An item is assigned
an overall rating of Strength of 95 percent ofdlpplicable cases reviewed are rated as Strength.
Performance ratings for each of the seven outc@reebased on item ratings for each case. A
Service Area may be rated as haviSgbstantially Achieved”, “Partially Achieved”, or“Not
Achieved” the outcome. The determination of whether a $erfirea is in substantial

conformity with a particular outcome is based om plercentage of cases that were determined to
have Substantially Achieved that outcome. In ofdea Service Area to be in substantial
conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percenthadf cases reviewed must be rated as having
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standarddbstantial conformity is based on the
standard set for the Federal CFSR. The standaedsaged on the belief that because child
welfare agencies work with our country’s most vuaide children and families, only the highest
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standards of performance should be acceptable.foths of the CFSR process is on continuous
guality improvement; standards are set high to mnsogoing attention to the goal of achieving
positive outcomes for children and families witlyaed to safety, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with
their local CQI team to develop and implement egPam Improvement Plan (PIP) to address
the areas of concern associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 10" Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfanoe in the Western Service Area
with regard to achieving desired outcomes for c¢hitd Although the service area did not achieve
substantial conformity with any of the seven CF$tomes, the service area did achieve overall
ratings of Strength for the individual indicatoesfaining to the following seven items: Item 1
(timeliness of initiating investigations of repodfschild maltreatment), Item 5 (foster care re-
entries), Item 6 (stability of foster care placetheitem 8 (reunification, guardianship, or
permanent placement with relative), Item 10 (offlanned living arrangement), ltem 11
(proximity of foster care placement), and Item pga¢ement with siblings).

The 10" Mini-CFSR also identified key areas of concerrhwitgard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiethwegard to Permanency Outcome 1 (children
have permanency and stability in their living sitoias), which was Substantially Achieved in
only 25% of the cases reviewed. The lowest ratmigjsin this outcome were for Iltem 7
(permanency goal for child) which was rated asrarfgth in 37.5% of the applicable cases and
Item 9 (adoption) which rated as a Strength in &3d3 the applicable cases.

Additionally, concerns were identified with regacdPermanency Outcome 2 (the continuity of
family relationships and connections is presereecthildren), which was Substantially Achieved
in only 37.5% of the cases reviewed. The lowdstga within this outcome were for Item 13
(visiting with parents and siblings in foster camdich was rated as a Strength in 25% of the
applicable cases; Item 14 (preserving connectiwhg)h rated as a Strength in 37.5% of the
applicable cases; and Iltem 16 (relationship oficinilcare with parents) which was rated as a
Strength in 50% of the applicable cases.

Concerns were also identified with regard to Wedisig§) Outcome 3 (children receive appropriate
services to meet their physical and mental hea#dg). This outcome was substantially
achieved in 40% of the cases reviewed. Within VBelhg Outcome 3, the Western Service Area
achieved a Strength rating of 50% for Item 22 (pdajshealth of the child).
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KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
I. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 6 75%
Partially Achieved: 2 25%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations ofreports of child maltreatment

In assessing Iltem 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report
occurring during the period under review had begtrated in accordance with child welfare
agency policy. A new intake tool was implemente@@©03, which is based upon a priority
response model with Priority 1 calling for a respoiby the worker within 24 hours of the time
that the report is received by DHHS. Priority 3ideated reports are to have face to face
contact with the alleged victim by Protection aradeBy within 0 to 5 days from the time the
intake is received and Priority 3 has a respomse 6f 0-10 days. Data is generated monthly to
ensure compliance with the response times.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 1 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. The item was
rated a Strength in 8 (100%) of the applicable €ase

Strength:
« (4 foster care cases and 4 in home cases)
o In all eight cases, documentation in the casesfilewved that the timeframes for
initiating investigations and making contact withild victims were met.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation in the case files reviewed suppdttaticontact with children who were the
subject of child maltreatment reports occurredacoadance with the timeframes for the
priority assigned to the allegations.

Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tregtment report during the period under
review, and if so, whether another substantiatedholusive/petition to be filed report occurred
within a 6 month period before or after the repoentified. Cases were considered not
applicable for assessment if the child or familg In@ver had a maltreatment report.
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Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 2 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. The item was
rated a Strength in 4 (66.7%) of the applicablesasd as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 2 (33.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo of the cases, there were no additional suttistted maltreatment reports
within a 6 month period before or after the substéed maltreatment report that
was received during the period under review.

o In one case, while there were two intakes recewitliin six months, this case
was rated as a strength as the two reports warerefated circumstances.

« (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, there were no additional substauwtiataltreatment reports within a 6
month period before or after the substantiatedneetinent report that was
received during the period under review.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, it was identified that repeat mattresmt did occur. Reviewers noted
that there were two substantiated reports of mathment during the period under
review, one in August 2011 and the other in Novem@04 1. Both of the
substantiated reports of maltreatment involvedlsintircumstances.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, there were two substantiated maitreat reports during the period
under review, one in April 2011 and one in Junel20R&oth reports pertained to
similar concerns of unsanitary living conditionglanaltreatment of the child.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Itis noted that both of the cases that were ratedn area needing improvement for Item 2
also rated as an area needing improvement for4teithis may indicate a correlation
between insufficient risk and safety assessmerdsepeat maltreatment.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thé&iomes whenever possible and
appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 64.3%
Partially Achieved: 2 14.3%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21.4%
Not Applicable: 0 0%
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Item 3: Services to family to protect child(ren) h home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethersponding to a substantiated / inconclusive /
petition to be filed maltreatment report or riskhairm, the agency made diligent efforts to
provide services to families to prevent removathifdren from their homes while at the same
time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings: The assessment of Iltem 3 was applicable for Qeoflthcases. This item was
rated as a Strength in 8 (88.9%) of the applicabes and as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (11.1%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (2 foster care cases)

o In both cases, the child was reunified during teeqa under review and services
were provided to ensure the child’s safety and gméve-entry into foster care.

+ (6 in home cases)

o In all six of these cases, documentation indic#ttatlin home safety and other
services including family support, individual aradrfily therapy, tracker services,
and school intervention, were provided in ordepratect the children and
prevent their entry into foster care.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inone case, a maltreatment report was receiveatday concerns of sexual
abuse. The child remained in the home of the etiggerpetrator and no services
were put in place until a month later when thedkibs removed from the home
as an uncontrollable juvenile.

Reviewer Comments:

@ All children in the home should be evaluated teedeine what services are needed to
protect the children in the home and prevent rernavee-entry into foster care.

™ If there are safety concerns related to the patemt/oarent, then the parent/step parent
should not be left in charge of managing safetytlieir children and safety plans should
include how safety will be maintained for the chald if they continue to have contact with
the parent/step parent.

Item 4: Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers tordate whether DHHS had made, or was
making, diligent efforts to reduce the risk of haunthe children involved in each case.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if the egé&rminated the child’s parent’s rights as a
means of decreasing risk of harm for the child @ample, a termination of parental rights
would prevent a child from being returned to a hamehich the child would be at risk) and has
taken action to minimize other risks to the chftar xample, preventing contact with
individuals who pose a risk to the child’s safetif)a case is/was open for services for a reason
other than a court substantiated, inconclusivatipeto be filed or unfounded report of abuse or
neglect, or apparent risk of harm to the child(r¢o) example, a juvenile justice case),
reviewers were to document this information and the item as not applicable. Note, however,
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that for a child(ren) noted as a “child in needpervision” or “delinquent”, reviewers were to
explore and determine whether there was a rislkaohho the child, in addition to the other
reasons the case may have been opened, prioirg itaéis not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@asurrent or prior risk of harm to the children
in the family.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 4 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated
as a Strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicable casésated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o Inthese five cases, there was sufficient docuntiemtéo show initial assessments
and ongoing risk and safety assessments were ctadgte the target child while
in foster care and for the other children remainmthe home. Documentation
also indicated that risk and safety assessments feanally or informally
completed and safety plans were adjusted as ghieigts increased or decreased.

+ (4 in home cases)

o In all four of these cases, there was sufficierghoentation to show that initial
and ongoing risk and safety assessments were ctadgieth formally and
informally while the children were placed in theeaf their parents and that
safety plans were adjusted as safety threats isedear decreased.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (3 foster care cases)

o In one case, reviewers were unable to find docuatient of any risk or safety
assessments, formal or informal, during the peuioder review. Reviewers also
found no documentation of a safety plan in thiscas

o In another case, there was no documentation ofinggsk or safety
assessments.

o Inone case, there was no indication of formahéwrimal risk or safety
assessments during the period under review. Revgemoted that there were not
updates to safety plans with changes in the chgliisement. It is also noted that
in this case, there was no documentation to ineittat safety or risk was
assessed for the two children who remained ind@hely home.

+ (2 in home cases)

o Inone case, reviewers found that while an inagdessment was completed, there
was no documentation of ongoing risk or safety sssents being completed.

o Inone case, initial and ongoing safety assessmars completed solely based
on the circumstances of the home of the child’seat There is no information to
indicate the agency assessed the child’s riskfetysan the mother’'s home, which
is the child’s primary residence.
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Reviewer Comments:

4]

The Nebraska Safety Intervention System (Safetyd¥)ahould be utilized to assess risk
and improve safety interventions with children &amahilies. Reviewers found that while the
Nebraska Safety Intervention System was utilizedlfe majority of initial assessments, it
was not used as consistently for ongoing safetysassents. Reviewers relied on informal
assessments documented during face to face coatatsamily Team Meetings during their
review of this item.

Workers need to continually assess risk and sdaigtiyng face to face contacts with the
children, parent(s) and foster parents. Thesesassmts should be well documented in the
narratives provided for required contacts with¢h#édren, parents and foster parents.
Safety determination should be made by considexasg circumstances absent of
department intervention. Safety plans should q@eémented in cases in which the children
are determined to be unsafe in the current circanecgts and without intervention from the
department.

Safety plans should continually be monitored andiatgd as circumstances change and as
safety threats increase or decrease.

PERMANENCY

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilitytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 2 25%
Partially Achieved: 6 75%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 5: Foster care re-entries
Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltimanperiod under review a child did not have
an entry into care within a 12-month period fronmigedischarged from another entry into foster

care. Reviewers also rated this item as a Strahgthe-entry was an isolated incident during
which the agency did what was reasonable to matmagesk following reunification but the
child re-entered care for another reason (for exantipe death of a parent). Reviewers rated
this item as an Area Needing Improvement if reieatoccurring within a 12-month period were
due to the same general reasons or same perpgtr&eviewers rated this item as Not
Applicable if : (1) the child entered foster chefore, and remained in foster care during, the

period under review; or (2) the child entered fostae before, and exited foster care during, the

period under review and there was not anothey emip foster care during the period under
review.

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, April 3-5, 2012 p.8



Review Findings: The assessment of Iltem 5 was applicable for 2eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all of the 2 (100.0%) applie cases.

Strength:
+ (2 foster care case)
o In both cases, the child did enter foster careiwighl12-month period from being
discharged from another entry into foster care.

Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple
placement changes during the period under reviewjfeso, whether the changes in placement
settings were necessary to achieve the child’s @eemcy goal or meet the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 6 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 8 (100.0%) of the apple cases.

Strength:
- (8 foster care cases)

o In six of the cases, documentation showed thathiid experienced only one
placement setting during the period under reviéwall six cases, the reviewers
found that the child’s foster care placement wablst

o Intwo of the cases, while the child experiencedariban one placement change,
documentation clearly showed that the placemenigdgmwere necessary in order
to provide for the child’s needs.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reasons for placement changes were clearly docechanthe case file.

M Reviewers were able to determine that the placectaarges were in the best interest of the
child and necessary to achieve the child’s permangoals and / or meet the child’s specific
needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether DHHS had established an
appropriate permanency goal for the child in a ljnmeanner, including filing for termination of
parental rights when relevant. Reviewers examihedppropriateness of a goal that ultimately
rules out adoption, guardianship, or return to famReviewers assessed whether the child’'s
best interests were thoroughly considered by DHiH&etting a goal of other planned living
arrangement, and that such a decision is /wasraily reviewed for ongoing appropriateness.
Cases were assigned a rating of Strength fortéms when reviewers determined that DHHS
had established an appropriate permanency godinmedy manner. Cases were assigned a
rating of Area Needing Improvement when goals ahrication were not changed in a timely
manner when it was apparent that reunification wadskely to happen, termination of parental
rights was not filed when the child had been fostee for 15 of the past 22 months and no
compelling reasons were noted in the file, or tbal @stablished for the child was not
appropriate. Cases were identified as Not Appled# the child was not in foster care.
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Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 7 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 3 (37.5%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, the child’'s permanency goalewstablished in a timely
manner, documented in the case file, and were pppte to the child’s needs for
permanency.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (5 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, the permanency goal was not estellisha timely manner. In one
case the child had been in out of home placemer® foonths and in the other
case the child had been in out of home placement foonths prior to the goal
being established. Permanency goals should blelissiad within 60 days from
the child’s entry into care.

o In one case, the child’'s permanency goal was esktedal 9 months following her
original removal. Following the child’s originamoval, the child was reunified
and then later removed and is currently placecdbbbhbme; however family
preservation was established as the permanency Beaiewers determined that
the permanency goal was not established timelyiandt appropriate based on
current circumstances.

o In one case, reviewers found that timely action matstaken to change the
permanency goal from reunification to adoptionresdhild had been in
placement for sixteen months before adoption wadentlae primary goal.
Additionally, this child has been in out of homag#ment for more than 15 out of
22 months, and while documentation shows thatatieef has relinquished, there
is no documentation to show that Termination oeRtal Rights has been filed
against the mother.

o In another case, the child had been in placememhéoe than 15 out of 22
months. There had been no request for Terminati&arental Rights, nor was
there documentation in the case file regardingx@egion or compelling reason
for not filing for Termination of Parental Rights.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Permanency goals need to be identified in the i@seDocumentation of permanency goals
should accurately reflect goals that are beingestglrd for the child.

M The first permanency goal of the child should Haldshed within 60 days from the child’'s
entry into foster care.

M Case file documentation needs to include all infation regarding termination of parental
rights for children who have been in foster carkeast 15 out of the most recent 22 months.
Documentation should include evidence of a petitartermination of parental rights and /
or documentation of compelling reasons for nohglfor termination of parental rights.
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Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevittHS had achieved children’s goals of
reunification, guardianship or placement with neked in a timely manner. If the goals had not
been achieved in a timely manner, reviewers detedwhether DHHS had made diligent
efforts to achieve the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 8 was applicable for 3eflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 3 (100%) of the appleahses.

Strength:
+ (3 foster care cases)
o In one case, documentation shows that reunificatias achieved within 2
months of entry into foster care.
o In one case, documentation shows that efforts werge both toward
reunification and guardianship the guardianship suaessfully achieved within
11 months of the child’s entry into foster care.
o Inone case, documentation in the case file shonsearted efforts being made to
achieve the permanency goal of reunification imeely manner.

Reviewer Comments:

M The agency should be making active efforts to aghf&lLL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child.

™ If the child has been in foster care for longentd@ months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particudacumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts

(within 24 months of the most recent entry intoidosare) had been or were being made to
achieve finalized adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 9 was applicable for Befi cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 1 (33.3%) of the applicahtes and as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 2 (66.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (1 foster care case)
o In one case, documentation shows that the agendg nwncerted efforts toward
the permanency goal of adoption and that this g@aal achieved timely within 21
months of the child’s entry into foster care.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (2 foster care cases)

0 Inone case, reunification was identified as thempry goal and adoption was
established as a concurrent goal. There was nengierctation of any efforts
being made toward the concurrent goal of adoption.

0 In one case, the child has been in out of homefocarE® months. While efforts
are currently being made toward adoption, docuntiemtandicates that adoption
will not be achieved timely, within 24 months ofrreval, as ICWA requirements
were not followed at the start of the case.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to achfL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Rsers had difficulty finding information to
support the agency efforts to achieve concurreatsgat were established.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanériving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had madeomaking diligent efforts to assist
children in attaining their goals related to othlemned permanent living arrangements
(Independent Living, Self-Sufficiency or Family Beevation).

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 10 was applicable for heofit cases. This item
rated as a strength in 1 (100%) of the applicabes.

Strength:
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, there was evidence of concertedtsftorachieve the child’s primary

goal of independent living.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Partially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'seiosare setting was in close proximity to the
child’s parents or close relatives. Cases detaxthin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been completgat po the period under review, or in which
contact with parents was not considered to bearchild’s best interest.
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Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 11 was applicable for Beoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 8 (100.0%) of th@iegble cases.

Strength:
« (8 foster care cases)
o Infive cases, the child was placed in the samengconity as their parents.
o Inone case, the child was placed in close proyimithin 40 miles of the child’s
mother. This placement was close enough to fatzlitrequent contact.
o Intwo cases, while placement was not in closeipmiy to the child’s parents
and home community, documentation showed that ldeement was in the
closest available facility which could meet theld!sineeds.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation included information regarding theakon of foster care placement and its
proximity to the parents(s).

@ The review identified that whenever possible, algifdare placed in close proximity of their
parents.

M In cases where placement was not within close pribxito the child’s family, it was
identified that this occurred because an apprapp&icement was not available in the child’s
home community and that the closest appropriateept@nt was utilized.

Item 12: Placement with siblings
Reviewers were to determine whether siblings wetead been placed together and if not, was
separation necessary to meet the needs (serveadaiy needs) of one or more of the children.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 12 was applicable for Beofiéd cases. This item
was rated a strength in all 5 (100.0%) applicablees.

Strength:
- (5 foster care case)

o Inthree cases, the target child was placed wir #blings in the same foster
care setting.

o In one case, the target child was placed togetitartwo siblings. A third sibling
was placed separately. The case file contained diecumentation showing that
this separate placement was necessary due tdhilds@aggressive behaviors
toward siblings.

o Inone case, documentation shows that the childlsng was placed out of state
in detention and therefore placement with her sgoWwould not have been
appropriate.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation explained the agency’s efforts tag@kll siblings together.

@ Documentation clearly addressed the circumstancesasons for not placing all siblings
together.
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Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foser care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#iS had or was making diligent efforts to
facilitate visitations between children in fostare and their parents and siblings. Reviewers also
determined whether these visits typically occurth sufficient frequency to meet the needs of
the children and families. Non applicable casesewlose where the child had no siblings in
foster care, if the parents could not be locatad/a if visitation with the parents was

considered not in the best interests of the cHRdviewers rated this item for the period under
review based on the individual needs of the child &amily, rather than on the DHHS policy
regarding visitation. The DHHS visitation guidekaecommends a minimum of one visit every
two weeks between child and parent unless it waotdoe in the child’s best interest because the
parent is the perpetrator of sever physical abusexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires that
siblings placed separately must have a minimunmef\asit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 13 was applicable for Beoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 2 (25%) of the applkcelses and rated as an area needing
improvement in 6 (75%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (2 foster care cases)

o Inone case, documentation in the case file shbatsthe agency supported
frequent visitation between the child and the chifghrents.

o In another case, documentation shows that the bhadidvisits with her mother
several times a week. In this same case the ageadg efforts to locate and
involve the father; however, when the father wasied, he reported that he had
never had contact with the child and stated he &htd relinquish his parental
rights.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (6 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, while there is documentation of sigfit visitation between the
child and their mother, there were no concertedreffto locate the father of the
child or to encourage visitation between the fatred the child.

o In one case, while documentation shows sufficiésitation between the child
and father as well as the child and sibling plaoddster care, there is no
indication of any visits or other contact betwelea thild and his mother. There
is also no documentation of efforts by the ageongyromote contact between the
child and his mother.

o In one case, the child’s mother was deceased &mné tias no documentation
regarding visits between the child and her father.

o In another case, there was no documentation tlyatiamation occurred between
the child and her parents.

o In one case, while documentation shows that vigta/een the child and their
mother, father, and siblings in foster care wersufficient frequency, there was
no documentation regarding the quality of visitefforts to ensure the quality of
these visits.
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Reviewer Comments:

M Visitation with the child and his/her parents (mathand /or father when applicable) and the
child and his/ her siblings in foster care showddclearly documented in the case file.

@ Documentation should describe both the frequendygarality of visits.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matiigent efforts to preserve the child’s
primary connection and characteristics while irntdosare. Reviewers had to make a
professional judgment about the child’s primaryrmections and then explore whether those
connections have been preserved through case ptpand service delivery.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 14 was applicable fortBeoi4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 3 (37.5%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (3 foster care cases)

o In one case, the child was placed in a relativeefdsome in their own community
which allowed for the child to remain at the sarmlea®| maintain contact with
extended family.

o Inone case, reviewers found documentation shothatthe child was able to
maintain connections through continued involvememwana, vacation bible
school and YMCA day camp.

o In one case, the child was able to remain in heréhwith her grandfather as her
foster parent while her father was incarceratelde dhild was able to maintain
connections to her community, remain in the sarheda¢ continue involvement
in Upward Bound, and continue her relationship via¢in mentor.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (5 foster care cases)

o In four cases, reviewers found that there was eitbedocumentation or
insufficient documentation regarding efforts tontfy or maintain important
connections for the child while in foster care.

o Inone case, the child has tribal affiliations dineir enrollment was verified by
the tribe. Other than contacting the tribe tofyegnrollment, there is no other
documentation of efforts to involve the tribe omitify the tribe of its right to
intervene in court proceedings. Additionally, #nés no documentation that any
efforts have been made to maintain or foster cailtigs to the child’s tribe.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to identify the child’s impotteonnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.

@ Documentation should include information to supploat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with both mother and father and relatives to deteemwvhether or not the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in a Native éoan tribe.
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Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving
preference to placing the child with relatives, aetermine whether the State considered such a
placement and how (for example, seeking out antliatiag the child’s relatives). Relatives
include non-custodial parents, such as fathergrtbie home, if applicable to the case.
Reviewers had to determine the extent to whictatifency identified relatives who had some
reasonable degree of relationship with the childlaith whom the child might reside. There
did not need to be in the case record a formaueti@n of relatives with whom the child might
reside, but for reviewers to have answered “yes&lence must exist, through either the case
documentation or the case interviews, that relativere evaluated and considered. Reviewers
rated this item as a Strength if (1) the agencgssssd the child’s needs and determined that
he/she required special servieesl (2) the agency assessed potential relative placsnaad
determined that the relative placements did noehlg capacity to meet the child’s needs.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength unlesgfadsewere made to locate or identify relatives
for placement, or placement with a family knowritte child. Reviewers rated this item as not
applicable if (1) the agency determined upon thkshinitial entry into care that his/her needs
required residential treatment services and aivelalacement would be inappropriate, or (2) if
relatives were unable to be identified despiteatpency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in
situations such as abandonment in which the ideotithe parents and relatives remains
unknown despite efforts to identify them. Reviesveere to check not applicable if the child
was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 15 was applicable for Beoflé cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (66.7%) of the appkceases and as an area needing improvement
in 2 (33.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (4 foster care cases)
o Inthree cases, the child was placed with relatares documentation supports
that this placement is stable and meeting the ‘shildeds.
o In one case, documentation in the case file shbatssufficient efforts were made
to identify possible relative placements; howeverelatives were found to be
appropriate placement options for the child.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (2 foster care cases)
o Inthese two cases, it was noted that there wedbnomented efforts to identify
either maternal or paternal family members.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Both maternal and paternal relatives should betifiech

@ Efforts to identify and pursue appropriate relajpl@cements should be clearly documented
in the case file.
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Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parens

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetiveas evidence of a strong, emotionally
supportive relationship between the child in fosie and the child’s parents during the period
under review. Reviewers assigned a rating of §thefor this item when there was evidence of
regular visitation between parent and child. Reeles assigned a rating of Area Needing
Improvement when they determined the agency hadhade diligent efforts to support the
child’s relationship with the father or mother. cAse was considered not applicable if a
relationship with the child’s parents was contreryhe child’s safety or best interest during the
period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 16 was applicable for Beofié cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (50%) of the applkcelses and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (50%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (4 foster care case)
o Inthese four cases, documentation showed thatgbecy had made efforts to
support and maintain a positive and nurturing reheship between the target
child and his parents.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (4 foster care cases)

o Inone case, there was no documentation of effgrthe agency to support and
maintain a positive and nurturing relationship kestw the child and his parents.

o Intwo cases, while there was documentation ofreffim promote a positive
relationship between the child and his/her motti@re was no documentation
regarding any attempts to support and maintainséipe relationship between
the child and his/her father.

o Inone case, while there was documentation of &ffior promote a positive
relationship between the child and his/her motti@re was no documentation
regarding any attempts to support and maintainséipe relationship between
the child and his/her father.

Reviewer Comments:
@ Documentation should clearly describe the agenef§tats to provide opportunities or to
support additional activities to promote, strengthe maintain parent-child relationships.
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[l. WELL-BEING
Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to\pde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 57.1%
Partially Achieved: 5 35.7%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7.1%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Item 17: Needs and services of child, parents, fies parents

In assessing Iltem 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs
of children, parents and foster parents AND proditlee services to meet those needs.
Reviewers rated Item 17 as a strength if (1) a #@sdessment was conducted for the child(ren),
parents and foster parents, and (2) appropriatécssrwere provided in relation to the identified
needs of the target child in foster care casefgrall children in in-home cases. Education and
physical or mental health services to the targed etrere not rated for this item (these are rated
in Items 21, 22, and 23). Reviewers had to doctunvlether these services were provided to
parents.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 17 was applicable for atlab#és. This item was

rated as a strength in 8 (57.1%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 6 (42.9%) of the applicable cases. The oveadithg for Item 17 is based on the combination

of the following three sub-items:

Item 17a: Needs Assessment and Services to ChildreThe assessment of ltem 17a was
applicable for all 14 cases. This item was rated atrength in 12 (85.7%) of the applicable
cases and as an area needing improvement in 24).4.3

Strength:
« (7 foster care cases)

o Inthese seven cases, the needs of the childremagsessed in a variety of ways
including Family Team Meetings, OJS evaluatiortjahnd ongoing safety
assessments, and caseworker visits with the gralents, and foster parents.

o Inthese seven cases, the needs of the childremmvet through providing
assistance with transportation, out of home placgnfi@mily support, visitation
supervision, and case management. Reviewers fonnethmet needs for the
children in these cases.
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« (5in home cases)

o Inthese five cases, the needs of all of the abildvere assessed both formally
and informally through initial safety assessmeantjriy Family Team Meetings,
and during worker contacts with the child, famdyd safety plan participants.

o Inthese five cases, identified needs of the ohildvere met through assistance
with family support services, drug testing, elestcomonitoring, and tracker
services. Reviewers found no unmet needs forltiiidren in these cases.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, there was no indication through damtation in the case file or

through interviews that any formal or informal ongpassessments of the child’s
needs were completed during the period under review
« (1 in home case)
o Inthis case, there was no documentation in the tlesto show that the child’'s
needs had been assessed. Additionally, none affivenation gathered through
gathered through interviews indicated that thedthiheeds were assessed.

Item 17b: Needs Assessment and Services to Parent&he assessment of Item 17b was
applicable for all 14 cases. This item was rated atrength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicable cases
and rated as an area needing improvement in 5%@%7the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o Inthese five cases, the needs of the parentsagsessed on an ongoing basis
using both formal and informal means including dangl alcohol assessments,
parenting assessments, Family Team Meetings amthragonthly contact with
the caseworker.

o Inthese five cases, identified needs were mettiirondividual and family
therapy, family support services, supervised Misitg parenting classes, random
drug testing, drug and alcohol treatment, and &@s®ie with transportation for
visitation.

+ (4 in home cases)

o Inthese four cases, the needs of the parentsagsessed through the following
methods: family team meetings, and during monthdyker contacts with the
parents and children.

o Inthese four cases, identified needs were metigirehe following services:
family support services, individual and family tapy, drug and alcohol testing,
and education to develop parenting skills.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)
o0 Intwo cases, the agency assessed the needsrmabther; however, there is no
documentation or information to indicate that tjeracy made concerted efforts

to assess the needs of the father.
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o Inone case, the agency assessed the needs aflike however there is no
documentation or information to indicate that tjeracy made concerted efforts
to assess the needs of the mother.

+ (2 in home cases)

o Inone case, the agency assessed the needs aftibg but did not sufficiently
assess the needs of the mother and did not preeidees to the mother.

o In another case, the agency assessed the nedasrobther; however, there is no
documentation or information to support that theraxy assessed the needs of the
father or provided services to meet the fatherexse

Item 17c: Needs Assessment and Services to Fodarents: The assessment of Item 17¢
was applicable for 7 of the 14 cases. This itera ka#ed as a strength in 6 (85.7%) of the
applicable cases and rated as an area needingvempent in 1 (14.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (6 foster care cases)

o In all six of these cases, it was noted that thezlaef the foster parents were
assessed informally through involvement in Famiamh Meetings, phone calls,
and monthly worker visits with the foster parenits.all cases the needs of the
foster parents were found to have been met.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the reviewers were unable to findrmiation to indicate that the
needs of the foster parents were assessed oetivates were provided to meet
their needs.

Reviewer Comments:

|

Reviewers noted that in several of the cases, thasenot sufficient documentation to
support that needs were assessed and appropmatesavere provided. Reviewers had to
rely upon information gathered during the intervselw rate this item.

Reviewers identified that in the majority of thesea the agency performed well in terms of
assessing, identifying, and meeting the needseothiiid.

In terms of the parents, reviewers noted that mesoases the needs of one of the parents
were identified and addressed while the other garereds were not. Most often, this
occurred when one of the parents was absent frerhdme and it is the absent parent whose
needs are not consistently being assessed, idgehtdr met.

Caseworker contacts and Family Team Meetings virerenost frequently noted methods of
assessing needs for children, parents and fosten{sa

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planing

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the
parent(s), guardian, child(ren) and other peoptatified by the family in the case planning
activities relevant to the current case plan. fedrination of involvement in case planning
required that a parent (guardian) and the childgothan 8 and not incapacitated) had actively
participated in identifying the services and gdatsthe case plan.
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Review Findings The assessment of ltem 18 was applicable for atlab#és. This item was
rated as a strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the reviewers noted that the easrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents to be involved in case planning throughlfateam meetings and
caseworker contacts with the child and parents.

+ (4 in home cases)

o In all four cases, the reviewers noted that the easrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents (if applicable) to be involved in case plag through family team
meetings and caseworker contacts with the childpaments.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Intwo cases, while reviewers found that the chitd the mother were involved
in case planning; there was no documentation oftsfto involve the father of
the child in case planning.

o Inone case, it was found that while the child #redfather were involved in case
planning, there was no documentation to show thaitte were made to involve
the mother of the child in case planning.

+ (2 in home cases)

o In one case, reviewers found that while the mogimer child were involved in
case planning, the father was not involved in daening and there was no
indication of concerted efforts to involve the fatln case planning.

o Inone case, the father was involved in case ptaprowever there is no
documentation of efforts to involve the mothercase planning. In this case, the
child’s parents are divorced. The child came ®atiention of the department
due to safety factors present when child was wgHdther; however the child’'s
primary caretaker is his mother.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should clearly show concerted effoytthe agency to involve the parents
(mother and/or father as applicable) in case planactivities.

M The reviewers identified that case planning is pritg occurring during monthly contacts
with the parents and child as well as during Farhdgm Meetings.

Item 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattemigifs between the worker and child and if
these visits were sufficient to ensure adequateitoramy of the child’s safety and well being.
Reviewers were also to determine whether visitaged on issues pertinent to case planning,
service delivery, and achievement of the goals.
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Review Findings The assessment of ltem 19 was applicable for atlab#és. This item was
rated as a strength in 12 (85.7%) of the applicaages and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (14.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (7 foster care cases)

o In all seven of these cases, face to face vistisd®n the case worker were found
to be of sufficient frequency and were also foumte of sufficient quality as the
caseworker addressed issues of safety, permanadayell being as well as case
planning with the child.

+ (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, it was found that thsesvorker had face to face
contacts with all children at least once per morithe visits were found to meet
quality as they involved issues of safety, permagemd well-being.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, it was found that visits with thel@ghvere sufficient in frequency,
occurring on a monthly basis; however the qualitithe visits were found to be
insufficient as information provided indicated ttia¢ worker visited with the
child only 5 minutes per session. The indicategetspent with the child was not
sufficient to address issues of safety, permaneuy well-being of the child.

+ (1 in home case)

o In one case, there was no documentation of worisgswvith the child.
Information gathered through interviews revealet the family knew of only
one time, during the 3 months the case was opanitie caseworker visited with
the child. In addition to being insufficient irefjuency, visitation was found to
be insufficient in quality as it was not privatedagid not take place in the child’s
home.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should address the frequency of warkesits with the child. If face to face
contact between the worker and the child was leas mmonthly, documentation should
include reasons why the contact did not occur.

@ Documentation should include enough informatioddétermine the quality of the visit and to
show that the visit was sufficient to address isquertaining to safety, permanency and well-
being of the child and to promote achievement skgalan goals.

Item 20: Worker visits with parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffaddent face to face contact with parents
to encourage attainment of their children’s permnagegoal while ensuring safety and well
being. Cases that were considered not applicabte those in which there is no plan for further
involvement between the parents and the agendyegpdrents and the child, and the child is not
in a permanent home.
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Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 20 was applicable for dlh@fl4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 8 (57.1%) of the appkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 6 (42.9%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:

« (5 foster care cases)

o Inthese five cases, reviewers found that thesssith the parents were of
sufficient frequency; occurring at least monthlisits with the parents were also
determined to be of sufficient quality as the cazder and parents discussed
issues pertaining to the permanency and well beirtige child.

« (3 in home cases)

o Inthese three cases, documentation in the casarfd information gathered
through interviews showed that the caseworkers/isith both the mother and the
father were sufficient in frequency and quality.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)

o Inone case, while visits with the mother were fbtm be of sufficient frequency
and quality, there were not face to face visitwlite father and it was
determined that sufficient efforts were not mad®tate or involve the father.

o In one case, there was no contact between the warkkthe child’s father.
While there was contact between the worker andalhiid’s mother, it was
determined that contact was not sufficient in fremey or quality.

o In another case, there was no contact betweendheewand the child’s mother
and the contact between the worker and the cHidfer was found to be of
insufficient frequency and quality.

« (3 in home cases)

o Intwo of the cases, the reviewers determinedtti@tvorker met with the
children’s mother at least once a month and théditgud the visits were
sufficient to address safety, permanency and watigof the child. However, in
both cases, there was no evidence that the woddeahy face to face contacts
with the children’s father during the period undariew.

o In one case, while there were monthly quality gis¥ith the child’s father, there
were no visits with the child’s mother.

Reviewer Comments:

M Lack of documentation is a significant contributiagtor for not achieving Item 20.
Worker visits with the parents (mother and/or fathe determined to be applicable and
appropriate) should be clearly documented to shatv fsrequency and quality of visits.

@ In out of home cases where the parents do notaésgether, the agency tends to
achieve sufficient contact with the parent theysaeking to reunify the child with, while
less than sufficient contact or no contact is maitle the other parent.

M For the majority of in-home cases, when contadhwie child was sufficient, contact
with the parent or parents residing in the homé e child was also sufficient,
however contact was not sufficient with the abgement.
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Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 75%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 25%
Not Applicable: 2 14.3%

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivety in-home services, reviewers
considered whether the educational needs are/wkneant to the reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family, and whether the need ddr@ss educational issues is/was a reasonable
expectation given the circumstances of the agenoy@vement with the family. (If not,
reviewers rated Item 21 as not applicable.) Regrewated this item as a Strength if (1) the
agency made extensive efforts to address the sheldlicational needs and the school system
was unresponsive, especially if the problems atlke aviocal school or jurisdiction; (2) if the
child(ren)’s educational needs were assessed atrdssebd, including cases where the
educational records were missing and the reasogswl{3) if the agency conducted an
assessment of educational issues and determinethéne were no problems in that area, nor
any need for educational services.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 21 was applicable for 1Beoi4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 9 (75%) of the appkceahtes and as an area needing improvement in
3 (25%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (6 foster care and 3 in home cases)
o Inthese nine cases, documentation in the casshdered that the educational
needs of the child were assessed and that therelaigived appropriate services
in order to meet their unique educational needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (2 foster care cases and 1 in home case)
o Inthese three cases, there is no documentatiassagissments of the target child’'s
educational needs and no information regardinghild’s educational progress.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Documentation should show what efforts were madess®ss the child’s educational needs.

® Documentation should detail what the child’s ediotetl needs are and what efforts the
agency is making to meet these needs.
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Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health
needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 40%
Partially Achieved: 5 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 10%
Not Applicable: 4 28.6%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiwiFhome services, reviewers considered
whether the physical health needs are/were reldeahe reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family and whether the need tdrads physical health issues is/was a
reasonable expectation given the circumstancdseadgency’s involvement with the family. (If
not, reviewers rated this item as not applicabkoy example, if a child became known to the
agency and was determined to be in need of in-lsEmaces at least partly as a result of
physical abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reas®t@lexpect the agency to provide services to
ensure that the child receives the appropriateipalysealth services. Reviewers rated this item
as a Strength if the agency conducted an assessingmygsical health and determined that there
were no problems in that area, nor any need fosiphlhealth services.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 22 was applicable for Beofié cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (50%) of the applkcaates and as an area needing improvement in
4 (50%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (4 foster care cases)
o In all four cases, the case file contained docuatemnt that the child received
periodic, age appropriate physical and dental headaminations, and that any
identified health needs were met with appropriateises.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (4 foster care cases)
o Intwo cases, the reviewers were unable to findudwmntation of a current
assessment of the child’s physical and dental ineaiéds.
o Intwo cases, while there was documentation ofreeati physical exam, there is
not documentation of a current dental exam forctiikl.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

@ Documentation should detail what the child’s phgkand dental health needs are and what
efforts the agency is making to meet these needs.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theogeunder review, the agency addressed the
mental/behavioral health needs of the child(ré®¢viewers rated this item as a Strength if the
agency conducted an assessment of the child’s hiedalih and determined that there were no
problems in that area, nor any need for mentaltheakrvices. If there was a need for services
then they were offered.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 23 was applicable for Beofid cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 6 (75%) of the appkceahtes and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (25%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (5 foster care cases)

o Inthese five cases, the case file contained dontatien to show that the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs were assessed ainefffibrts were made to
provide appropriate services to meet each idedtrieed.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, there was documentation showingttigatmental health needs of all
applicable children in the home were assessedhatdérvices were provided to
meet all of the children’s mental health needs.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, there is no documentation of merdgalth assessments being
completed during the period under review. Reviewmted that there is
documentation of the medications that the chilgrescribed, however there is
a lack of documentation as to what the child’s raehealth issues or needs
are.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis case, there is documentation that the dtigggled with substance
abuse. However there is no documentation of méetath assessments
being completed during the period under review,istnere documentation
of services provided to address the child’'s mesmal behavioral health needs.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s mental/behavior
needs.

™ Documentation should detail what the child’'s méb&thavioral needs are and what efforts
the agency is making to meet these needs.
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WSA Results

Case Sample: Mini CFSR Review — April 2012
Report Type: Western Service Area
Review Period: April 1%, 2011 — April 1%, 2012

Type of Review: 10™ Mini CFSR
Number of Reviews: 14

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)

Performance Item S ANI N/A S ANI N/A
ltem 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations 8 0 6 100% 0% | 42.86%
ltem 2: Repeat maltreatment 4 2 8 66.7% | 33.3% | 57.1%
ltem 3: Services to family 8 1 5 88.9% | 11.1% | 35.7%

ltem 4: Risk assessment and safety management 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% 0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 2 0 12 100% 0% 85.7%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 42.9%
ltem 7: Permanency goal for child 3 5 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 42.9%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 3 0 11 100% 0% 78.5%
Item 9: | Adoption 1 2 11 | 33.3% | 66.7% | 78.6%
ltem 10: | Other planned permanent living arrangement 1 0 13 100% 0% 92.9%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 42.9%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 5 0 9 100% 0% 64.3%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 2 6 6 25% 75% | 42.9%
ltem 14. | preserving connections 3 5 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 42.9%
ltem 15! | Relative placement 4 2 8 66.7% | 33.3% | 57.1%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 4 4 6 50% 50% | 42.9%

ltem 17: | Needs and services 8 6 0 S7.1% | 42.9% 0%

ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannifg 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% 0%

ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 12 2 0 85.7% | 14.3% 0%

ltem 20: | caseworker visits with parent(s) 8 6 0 57.1% | 42.9% 0%
ltem 21 | Educational needs of the child 9 3 2 75% 25% | 14.3%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 4 4 6 50% S50% | 42.9%
ltem 23: | Mental/behavioral health of the child 6 2 6 75% 25% | 42.9%

OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%

Performance Outcome SA PA NA N/A SA PA NA N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2 6 2 0 6 75% 25% 0% 42.9%

Safety 2 (Items 3-4 9 2 3 0 64.3% | 14.3% | 21.4% 0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 2 6 0 6 25% 75% 0% 42.9%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 3 5 0 6 37.5% | 62.5% 0% 42.9%

Well-being 1 (Items 17-20) 8 5 1 0 57.1% | 35.7% | 7.1% 0%
Well-being 2 (Item 21 9 0 3 2 75% 0% 25% | 14.3%
Well-being 3 (Items 22-23) 4 5 1 4 40% 50% 10% | 28.6%

KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable
S = Strength

PA = Partially Achieved
SA = Substantially Achieved

NACH Not Achieved
ANI rea Needing Improvement




REPORT CODES: Items 1 to 20, 22 and 23

90% or Above * For reference - a list and description of
85% - 89.9% CFSR items and Outcomes is found on the
below 50% following page.

Yellow

Report CODES: Item 21 and ALL OUTCOMES
95% or Above

Yellow 90% - 94.9%

CFSR - Western Service Area (ltem & Outcome Quarterly Results)

below 50%
1st Qtr | 2nd Qtr | 3rd Qtr | 4th Qtr | 5th Qtr | 6th Qtr | 7th Qtr | 8th Qtr | 9th Qtr | 10th Qtr
Report Quarter 2010 2010 2010 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2012 20112
Jan 09- | Apr 09- | Jul09- | OctQ9- | Jan 10- | Apr 10- | Jul10- | Oct10- | Jan 11- | Apr 11-
Period Under Review | Jan10 | Apr10 [ Jul10 | Oct10 | Jan11 | Apr1l | Jul1l | Oct1l | Jan 12 | Apr 12
Number of Cases 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
ltem 1 60% 50.0% 83.3%
Item 2 75% 50% 67% 75.0% | 66.7%
Qutcome: S1 80% 80% 60% 50.0% 66.7% 75.0%
ltem 3 71% 88.9%
ltem 4 57% 71% 50% 71% 79% 64.3% | 85.7% | 71.4% | 64.3%
Outcome: S2 57% 71% 50% 71% 79% 64.3% | 85.7% | 71.4% | 64.3%
ltem 5 80% 66.7%
ltem 6 75% 75% 88%
ltem 7 75% 63% 63% 50% 50.0% | 62.5%
ltem 8 83% 67% 83% 83.3% | 50.0% | 85.7%
ltem 9 50% 50% N/A 80.0%
Item 10 50% N/A N/A
Outcome: P1 75% 50% 50% 50% 62.5% 75.0%
Item 11 88% 88%
ltem 12 50% 50.0% | 80.0%
Item 13 50% 67% 71% 71% 50% 71.4% | 50.0%
Item 14 78% 75% 63% 63% 63% 87.5% | 87.5%
Item 15 57% 50% 75% 83.3% 50.0% 66.7%
Item 16 63% 50% 71% 71% 66.7% 50.0%
Qutcome: P2 75% 63% 50% 63% 62.5%
Item 17 64% 50% 50% 57% 78.6% | 87.5% | 64.3% | 57.1%
Item 18 50% 50% 85% 69.2% 71.4% 64.3% 64.3%
Item 19 64% 79% 71% 86% 64.3% 85.7%
Item 20 62% 71% 69.2% | 50.0% 57.1%
Outcome: WB1 50% 57% 64% 64.3% 78.6% 57.1%
Item 21 64% 91% 60% 75% 78% 83.3% | 80.0% | 90.9% | 75.0%
Outcome: WB2 64% 91% 50% 75% 78% 83.3% 80.0% 90.9% 75.0%
Item 22 83% 89% 67% 56% 80% 80.0% 50.0%
item 23 H 58% | 88% 83.3% | 75.0% | 66.7% | 75.0%
Outcome: WB3 83% 83% 50% 58% 75% 54% 84.6% [ 75.0%
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CFSR
Iltems & Outcomes Description

SAFETY:

Safety Outcome #1: Children are first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
+ Item 1 (Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment)
* Item 2 (Repeat maltreatment)

Safety Outcome #2: Children are safely maintained in their homes, whenever possible and appropriate.
e Item 3 (Services to family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or re-entry into
foster care)
e Item 4 (Risk assessment and safety management)

PERMANENCY:
Permanency Outcome #1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
+ Iltem 5 (Foster care re-entries — did a child who entered foster care during the period under review
re-enter within 12 months of a prior foster care episode)
+ ltem 6 (Stability of Foster Care placement)
+ Iltem 7(Permanency goal for child — were appropriate permanency goals established for the child in
a timely manner)
« Item 8 (Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives)
e Iltem 9 (Adoption)
e Item 10 (Other planned permanent living arrangement)
Permanency Outcome #2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
e Item 11 (Proximity of foster care placement)
e Item 12 (Placement with siblings)
+ Item 13 (Visits with parents and siblings in foster care)
+ Item 14 (Preserving connections — with child's neighborhood, community, faith, extended family,
tribe, school, friends)
* Item 15 (Relative placement)
+ Item 16 (Relationship of child in care with parents)

WELL-BEING
Well-Being Outcome #1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.
« Item 17 (Needs and services of child, parents, and foster parents)
o Item 17A (Services to meet the child’s identified needs)
o Item 17B (Services to meet parents’ identified needs)
o Item 17C (Services to meet the foster parents’ identified needs)
+ Item 18 (Child and family involvement in case planning)
+ Item 19 (Worker visits with child)
+ Item 20 (Caseworker visits with parent)
Well-Being Outcome #2: Children received adequate services to meet their educational need.
+ Item 21 (Educational Needs of the child)
Well-Being #3: Children received adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.
e Item 22 (Physical health of the child)
e Item 23 (Mental/behavioral health of the child)
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